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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on August 4, 2005 has been entered. 

Response to Amendment and Arguments 

2. Applicant's amendment filed on August 4, 2005 has been entered and made of record. 

3. In view of applicant's amendment, the claim objects are withdrawn. 

4. Applicant's arguments, see pages 30-34, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 40, 
52, 58, 65, 76, 83, 94, 97, 98 have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the 
rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of Nishi, U.S. Patent No. 6,275,533 ("Nishi"), the details of which are 
provided below. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claim 1 17 is objected to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate of claim 70. 
When two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim 
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to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP 
§ 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 40-1 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Referring to claim 40, the phrase "INTRA prediction of an image block within the same 
image as said current decoded image block and said previously decoded image block " in lines 
16-19 renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear what is being claimed. More specifically, 
it is unclear what is meant by prediction of an image block as said current decoded image block 
and said previously decoded image block. Similar rejections are applicable to claims 40, 52, 58, 
65, 76, 83, 94, 97, 98, 108, 111, 114. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims not mentioned specifically are dependent from indefinite antecedent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
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such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 40, 45-49, 51, 53, 55, 58, 61-64, 66, 76, 79-82, 91, 94-96, 1 1 1-1 13 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination of Andrew, U.S. Patent No. 
6,563,958 ("Andrew") and Nishi, U.S. Patent No. 6,275,533 ("Nishi"). 

Referring to claim 40 as best understood, Andrew discloses a method for reducing visual 
artifacts in a digital image comprising a plurality of image blocks in which image blocks are 
encoded to form encoded image blocks and the encoded image blocks are subsequently decoded 
to form decoded image blocks, each decoded image block comprising a number of reconstructed 
pixels (col. 3, line 37-col. 4, line 4), each reconstructed pixel having an associated pixel value 
and filtering is performed to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current decoded 
image block and a previously decoded image block adjacent to the current decoded image block 
such that the pixel value of at least one reconstructed pixel in at least one of the current decoded 
image block and the previously decoded image block is modified by filtering to produce a 
modified pixel value, wherein the modified pixel value is made available for use in further 
processing of an image block within the same image (col. 4, line 5-col. 5, line 65). 

Andrew does not explicitly disclose that the further processing comprises INTRA 
prediction of an image block within the same image as the current decoded image block and the 
previously decoded image block. However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. 
For example, Nishi discloses INTRA prediction of an image block that is performed after a 
current block within the same image is decoded [col. 24, line 50-col. 25, line 6, and figure 2. 
Note that the "current block" is decoded in (203) and the intra prediction is performed 
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subsequently in (210)]. Note that the combination of Andrew and Nishi would result in the pixel 
values being corrected by the filtering method of Andrew, and the corrected pixel values 
subsequently being used in the intra prediction method of Nishi. 

Andrew and Nishi are combinable because they are both concerned with coding an image 
by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Andrew in view of Nishi. 
The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to reduce spatially redundant 
information in the image, thereby improving the coding efficiency (Nishi, col. 3, line 66-col. 4, 
line 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew with Nishi to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 40. 

Referring to claim 45, Andrew further discloses that the modification of the value of at 
least one reconstructed pixel in at least one of the current decoded image block and the previous 
decoded image block by filtering is performed immediately after the current decoded image 
block is formed and a boundary exists between the current decoded image block and the 
previously decoded image block (col. 5, lines 1-63 and figure 3). 

Referring to claim 46, Andrew further discloses that the filtering to reduce visual 
artefacts due to a boundary between a current decoded image block and a previously decoded 
image block adjacent to the current decoded image block is performed before all blocks of the 
digital image are decoded (col. 5, lines 1-63 and figure 3). 

Referring to claim 47, Andrew further discloses that the filtering is performed to reduce 
visual artefacts due to a boundary between a current decoded image block and a previously 
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decoded image block adjacent to the current decoded image block (col. 5, lines 1-63 and figure 
3). 

Referring to claim 48, Andrew further discloses that filtering to reduce visual artifacts 
due to the more than one boundary is performed sequentially on the more than one boundary in a 
certain boundary scanning order (col. 5, lines 1-63. Note that the two boundaries will be filtered 
in a certain order). 

Referring to claim 49, Andrew discloses the step of filtering the boundary to the left of 
the current block and the boundary to the top of the current block (col. 5, lines 35-49), but does 
not explicitly disclose that the order of filtering boundaries is selected such that a boundary to the 
left of the current decoded image block is filtered before a boundary to the top of the current 
decoded image block. However, the Examiner notes that the specific filtering order is not 
considered a patentable distinction, since it would have been chosen by the user during 
experimentation in order to meet his/her specific requirements. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to modify Andrew's filtering process so that the boundary to the left of the current block 
is filtered before a boundary to the top of the current block is filtered; since no new or 
unexpected results are seen to be attained by that specific filtering order. 

Referring to claim 51, Andrew further discloses that the modified pixel value is used 
when filtering is performed to reduce visual artefacts due to at least one other boundary between 
decoded image blocks (col. 4, line 5-col. 5, line 65). 

Referring to claim 53, see the rejection of at least claim 49 above. 



Application/Control Number: 09/766,238 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2623 

Referring to claim 55, Andrew further discloses that the digital image comprises at least 
one segment of image blocks and only boundaries between adjacent decoded image blocks that 
belong to the same segment are filtered (col. 3, lines 45-48 and col. 5, lines 68-49). 

Referring to claim 58 as best understood, see the rejection of at least claim 40 above. 
Andrew discloses an encoder (602) for encoding a digital image comprising a plurality of image 
blocks, the encoder comprising means for encoding image blocks to form encoded image blocks 
(col. 3, lines 1-36 and figure 6) and means for subsequently decoding the encoded image blocks 
to form decoded image blocks, each decoded image block comprising a number of reconstructed 
pixels, each reconstructed pixel having an associated pixel value (col. 3, line 37-col. 4, line 3), 
the encoder comprising a filter for reducing visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current 
decoded image block and a previously decoded image block adjacent to the current decoded 
block, the filter being arranged to modify the pixel value of at least one reconstructed pixel in at 
least one of the current decoded image block and the previously decoded image block by 
filtering to produce a modified pixel value (col. 4, line 5-col. 5, line 35 and col. 5, line 66-col. 6, 
line 14), wherein the encoder is arranged to make the modified pixel value available for use in 
further processing of an image block within the same image (col. 4, line 5-col. 5, line 65). 

Andrew does not explicitly disclose that the further processing comprises INTRA 
prediction of an image block within the same image as the current decoded image block and the 
previously decoded image block. However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. 
For example, Nishi discloses INTRA prediction of an image block that is performed after a 
current block within the same image is decoded [col. 24, line 50-col. 25, line 6, and figure 2. 
Note that the "current block" is decoded in (203) and the intra prediction is performed 
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subsequently in (210)]. Note that the combination of Andrew and Nishi would result in the pixel 
values being corrected by the filtering method of Andrew, and the corrected pixel values 
subsequently being used in the intra prediction method of Nishi. 

Andrew and Nishi are combinable because they are both concerned with coding an image 
by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Andrew in view of Nishi. 
The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to reduce spatially redundant 
information in the image, thereby improving the coding efficiency (Nishi, col. 3, line 66-col. 4, 
line 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew with Nishi to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 58. 

Referring to claim 61, see the rejection of at least claim 45 above. 

Referring to claim 62, Andrew further discloses that the filter is arranged to reduce visual 
artifacts due to more than one boundary between the current decoded image block and previously 
decoded image block adjacent to the current decoded image block (col. 5, lines 3-64). 

Referring to claim 63, see the rejection of at least claim 47 above. 

Referring to claim 64, see the rejection of at least claim 40 above. 

Referring to claim 66, see the rejection of at least claim 53 above. 

Referring to claim 76 as best understood, see the rejection of at least claim 40 above. 
Andrew discloses a decoder (602) for decoding an encoded digital image, the encoded digital 
image comprising a plurality of encoded image blocks and having been formed by encoding a 
digital image comprising a plurality of image blocks, the decoder comprising means for decoding 
the encoded image blocks to form decoded image blocks, each decoded image block comprising 
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a number of reconstructed pixels, each reconstructed pixel having an associated pixel value (col. 
3, line 8-col. 4, line 3 and col. 5, line 65-col. 6, line 14), the decoder comprising a filter for 
reducing visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current decoded image block and a 
previously decoded image block adjacent to the current decoded block, the filter being arranged 
to modify the pixel value of at least one of the current decoded image block and the previously 
decoded image block by filtering to produce a modified pixel value (col. 4, line 5-col. 5, line 35), 
wherein the decoder is arranged to make the modified pixel value available for use in further 
processing of an image block within the same image (col. 4, line 5-col. 5, line 65). 

Andrew does not explicitly disclose that the further processing comprises INTRA 
prediction of an image block within the same image as the current decoded image block and the 
previously decoded image block. However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. 
For example, Nishi discloses INTRA prediction of an image block that is performed after a 
current block within the same image is decoded [col. 24, line 50-col. 25, line 6, and figure 2. 
Note that the "current block" is decoded in (203) and the intra prediction is performed 
subsequently in (210)]. Note that the combination of Andrew and Nishi would result in the pixel 
values being corrected by the filtering method of Andrew, and the corrected pixel values 
subsequently being used in the intra prediction method of Nishi. 

Andrew and Nishi are combinable because they are both concerned with coding an image 
by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Andrew in view of Nishi. 
The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to reduce spatially redundant 
information in the image, thereby improving the coding efficiency (Nishi, col. 3, line 66-col. 4, 
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line 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew with Nishi to obtain the 
invention as specified in claim 76. 

Referring to claim 79, Andrew further discloses that the filter is arranged to modify the 
value of at least one reconstructed pixel in at least one of the current decoded image block and 
the previously decoded image block immediately after the current decoded image block is 
formed and a boundary exists between the current decoded image block and the previously 
decoded image block (col. 5, lines 3-63 and figure 3). 

Referring to claim 80, see the rejection of at least claim 62 above. 

Referring to claim 81, see the rejection of at least claim 63 above. 

Referring to claim 82, see the rejection of at least claim 64 above. 

Referring to claim 91, see the rejection of at least claim 55 above. 

Referring to claim 94, see the rejection of at least claim 58 above. Andrew further 
discloses a terminal (figure 6) comprising the encoder described above. 

Referring to claims 95-96, Andrew and Nishi do not explicitly disclose that the terminal 
is a wireless terminal of a mobile communications system. However, Official notice is taken that 
a wireless terminal of a mobile communications system was exceedingly well known in the art. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify the terminal of Andrew and Nishi so that it is a 
wireless terminal of a mobile communications system. The suggestion/motivation for doing so 
would have been to enhance the mobility/flexibility of the system. 

Referring to claim 111, see the rejection of at least claim 76 above. Andrew further 
discloses a terminal (figure 6) comprising the decoder described above. 

Referring to claims 112-113, see the rejection of at least claims 95-96 above. 
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8. Claims 41-44, 50, 59, 60, 77, 78 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Andrew, U.S. Patent No. 6,563,958 ("Andrew"), Nishi, 
U.S. Patent No. 6,275,533 ("Nishi"), and Osa, U.S. Patent No. 6,496,605 ("Osa"). 

Referring to claim 41, Andrew and Nishi do not explicitly disclose that the encoding of 
an image block to form an encoded image block is performed using motion compensated 
prediction with respect to a reference image using the modified pixel value. However, this 
feature was exceedingly well known in the art. For example, Osa discloses the step of encoding 
an image block to form an encoded image block by using motion compensated prediction of at 
least one pixel value with respect to a reference image using a modified (block boundary filtered) 
pixel value (col. 4, lines 20-64, col. 9, lines 6-35, and figure 8). 

Andrew, Nishi, and Osa are combinable because they are all concerned with coding an 
image by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the encoding process of 
Andrew and Nishi so that it is performed using motion compensated prediction, as taught by 
Osa. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a block boundary 
filtering performance that is much more powerful than typical filtering systems (Osa, col. 9, lines 
30-35). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew and Nishi with Osa to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 41. 

Referring to claim 42, Osa further discloses that the decoding of an encoded image block 
to form a decoded image block is performed using motion compensated prediction with respect 
to a reference image using the modified pixel value (col. 4, lines 20-64, col. 9, lines 6-35, and 
figure 9). 
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Referring to claim 43, Andrew and Nishi do not explicitly disclose that the encoding of 
an image block to form an encoded image block is performed using intra prediction with 
reference to a previously encoded and subsequently decoded image block of the digital image 
using the modified pixel value. However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. 
For example, Osa discloses the step of encoding an image block to form an encoded image block 
by using intra prediction with reference to a previously encoded and subsequently decoded 
image block of a digital image using a modified (block boundary filtered) pixel value (col. 4, 
lines 20-64, col. 9, lines 6-35, and figure 8). 

Andrew, Nishi, and Osa are combinable because they are all concerned with coding an 
image by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the encoding process of 
Andrew and Nishi in view of Osa. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to 
provide a block boundary filtering performance that is much more powerful than typical filtering 
systems (Osa, col. 9, lines 30-35). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew 
and Nishi with Osa to obtain the invention as specified in claim 43. 

Referring to claim 44, Osa further discloses that the decoding of an encoded image block 
to form a decoded image block is performed using intra prediction with reference to a previously 
encoded and subsequently decoded image block of the digital image using the modified pixel 
value (col. 4, lines 20-64, col. 9, lines 6-35, and figure 9). 

Referring to claim 50, Andrew and Nishi do not explicitly disclose that the filtering to 
reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current decoded image block and a 
previously decoded image block adjacent to the current decoded image block is performed 
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during encoding of the image blocks in an image encoder to form encoded image blocks and 
further during decoding of the encoded image blocks in a corresponding image decoder. 
However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. For example, Osa discloses a 
filtering process to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a two adjacent decoded 
image blocks during encoding of the image blocks in an image encoder to form encoded image 
blocks and further during decoding of the encoded image blocks in a corresponding image 
decoder (figures 8-9). 

Andrew, Nishi, and Osa are combinable because they are both concerned with filtering 
the block boundaries in a digital image. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the filtering process of Andrew and Nishi in 
view of Osa. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a block 
boundary filtering performance that is much more powerful than typical filtering systems (Osa, 
col. 9, lines 30-35). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew and Nishi with 
Osa to obtain the invention as specified in claim 50. 

Andrew, Nishi, and Osa do not explicitly disclose that the order of filtering boundaries 
used during decoding is the same as that during encoding. However, the Examiner notes that this 
feature would have been obvious in Andrew and Osa. The suggestion/motivation for doing so 
would have been to provide a complementary decoder that is capable of properly decoding the 
encoded image blocks (Andrew, col. 3, lines 54-56). 

Referring to claim 59, see the rejection of at least claim 41 above. 

Referring to claim 60, see the rejection of at least claim 43 above. 

Referring to claim 77, see the rejection of at least claim 41 above. 
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Referring to claim 78, see the rejection of at least claim 43 above. 

9. Claims 52, 54, 65, 67-73, 83-90, 97-99, 102, 105, 108-1 10, 1 14-117 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination of Andrew, U.S. Patent No. 6,563,958 
("Andrew"), Nishi, U.S. Patent No. 6,275,533 ("Nishi"), and Keith et al., U.S. Patent No. 
5,493,513 ("Keith"). 

Referring to claim 52, see the discussion of claim 40 above. Andrew discloses a method 
for reducing visual artifacts in a digital image comprising a plurality of image blocks in which 
image blocks are encoded to form encoded image blocks and the encoded image blocks are 
subsequently decoded to form decoded image blocks, each decoded image block comprising a 
number of reconstructed pixels (col. 3, line 37-col. 4, line 4), each reconstructed pixel having an 
associated pixel value and filtering is performed to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary 
between a current decoded image block and a previously decoded image block adjacent to the 
current decoded image block such that the pixel value of at least one reconstructed pixel in at 
least one of the current decoded image block and the previously decoded image block is 
modified by filtering to produce a modified pixel value (col. 4, line 5-col. 5, line 35), wherein the 
digital image is filtered block by block according to a certain scanning order, and that the 
modified pixel value is made available for use in further processing of an image block within the 
same image (col. 4, line 5-col. 5, line 65). 

Andrew does not explicitly disclose that the further processing comprises INTRA 
prediction of an image block within the same image as the current decoded image block and the 
previously decoded image block. However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. 
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For example, Nishi discloses INTRA prediction of an image block that is performed after a 
current block within the same image is decoded [col. 24, line 50-col. 25, line 6, and figure 2. 
Note that the "current block" is decoded in (203) and the intra prediction is performed 
subsequently in (210)]. Note that the combination of Andrew and Nishi would result in the pixel 
values being corrected by the filtering method of Andrew, and the corrected pixel values 
subsequently being used in the intra prediction method of Nishi. 

Andrew and Nishi are combinable because they are both concerned with coding an image 
by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Andrew in view of Nishi. 
The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to reduce spatially redundant 
information in the image, thereby improving the coding efficiency (Nishi, col. 3, line 66-col. 4, 
line 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew with Nishi. 

Andrew and Nishi do not explicitly disclose that the image blocks are grouped into 
macroblocks. However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. For example, Keith 
discloses image blocks that are grouped into macroblocks, wherein the digital image is processed 
macroblock by macroblock according to a certain scanning order (col. 6, lines 15-28 and figure 
5). 

Andrew, Nishi, and Keith are combinable because they are both concerned with coding 
an image by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the image blocks of Andrew 
and Nishi so that they are grouped into macroblocks, as taught by Keith. The 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to enhance the processing speed of the 
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encoding and decoding process (Keith, col 1, lines 10-56). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Andrew and Nishi with Keith to obtain the invention as specified in claim 
52. 

Referring to claim 54, Andrew further discloses that the filtering to reduce visual artifacts 
due to a boundary between a current decoded image block and a previously decoded image block 
adjacent to the current decoded image block is performed for all boundaries within an image • 
block before filtering to reduce visual artifacts is performed within the next image block in the 
scanning order (col. 5, lines 12-65 and figure 3). However, Andrew does not explicitly disclose 
that the filtering is performed on all boundaries within a macroblock before filtering the next 
macroblock in the scanning order. 

Keith discloses the step of processing all the image blocks of a given macroblock in a 
macroblock scanning order before processing image blocks of the next macroblock in the 
macroblock scanning order (col. 6, lines 15-28 and figure 5). Accordingly, the combination of 
Andrew, Nishi, and Keith disclose that the filtering is performed on all boundaries within a 
macroblock before filtering the next macroblock in the scanning order. 

Referring to claim 65, see the discussion of at least claim 40 above. Andrew discloses an 
encoder (602) for encoding a digital image comprising a plurality of image blocks which are 
grouped into image blocks, the encoder comprising means for encoding image blocks to form 
encoded image blocks (col. 3, lines 1-36 and figure 6), and means for subsequently decoding the 
encoded image blocks to form decoded image blocks, each decoded image block comprising a 
number of reconstructed pixels, each reconstructed pixel having an associated pixel value (col. 3, 
line 37-col. 4, line 3), the encoder comprising a filter for reducing visual artifacts due to a 
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boundary between a current decoded image block and a previously decoded image block 
adjacent to the current decoded image block, the filter being arranged to modify the pixel value 
of at least one reconstructed pixel in at least one of the current decoded image block and the 
previously decoded image block by filtering to produce a modified pixel value (col. 4, line 5 -col. 
5, line 64 and col. 5, line 66-col. 6, line 14), wherein the filter is arranged to filter the image 
block by block according to a certain image block scanning order (col. 3, line 1-col. 4, line 3 and 
figures 1-3), and that the encoder is arranged to make the modified pixel value available for use 
in further processing of an image block within the same image (col. 4, line 5-coL 5, line 65). 

Andrew does not explicitly disclose that the further processing comprises INTRA 
prediction of an image block within the same image as the current decoded image block and the 
previously decoded image block. However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. 
For example, Nishi discloses INTRA prediction of an image block that is performed after a 
current block within the same image is decoded [col. 24, line 50-col. 25, line 6, and figure 2. 
Note that the "current block" is decoded in (203) and the intra prediction is performed 
subsequently in (210)]. Note that the combination of Andrew and Nishi would result in the pixel 
values being corrected by the filtering method of Andrew, and the corrected pixel values 
subsequently being used in the intra prediction method of Nishi. 

Andrew and Nishi are combinable because they are both concerned with coding an image 
by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Andrew in view of Nishi. 
The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to reduce spatially redundant 
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information in the image, thereby improving the coding efficiency (Nishi, col. 3, line 66-col. 4, 
line 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew with Nishi. 

Andrew and Nishi do not explicitly disclose that the plurality of image blocks are 
grouped into macroblocks. However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. For 
example, Keith discloses image blocks that are grouped into macroblocks, wherein the digital 
image is processed macroblock by macroblock according to a certain scanning order (col. 6, lines 
15-28 and figure 5). 

Andrew, Nishi, and Keith are combinable because they are both concerned with coding 
an image by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the image blocks of Andrew 
and Nishi so that they are grouped into macroblocks, as taught by Keith. The 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to enhance the processing speed of the 
encoding and decoding process (Keith, col. 1, lines 10-56). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Andrew and Nishi with Keith to obtain the invention as specified in claim 
65. 

Referring to claim 67, see the rejection of at least claim 54 above. 

Referring to claim 68, Andrew further discloses that the encoder is arranged to encode 
and subsequently decode the image blocks in a certain block scanning order (col. 3, lines 1-67 
and col. 5, lines 35-65). As noted above (claim 65), Keith discloses image blocks that are 
grouped into macroblocks, wherein the image blocks of a macroblock are encoded and 
subsequently decoded according to a certain block scanning order (col. 6, lines 15-28 and figure 
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5). Accordingly, the combination of Andrew, Nishi, and Keith disclose the step of encoding and 
subsequently decoding the image blocks of a macroblock in a certain block scanning order. 

Referring to claim 69, Andrew further discloses the step of encoding and subsequently 
decoding the image blocks of a macroblock, as noted above (claim 65), but does not disclose that 
the processing (encoding and subsequently decoding) is performed on all the image blocks of a 
given macroblock in a macroblock scanning order before processing (encoding and subsequently 
decoding) image blocks of the next macroblock in the macroblock scanning order. 

Keith discloses the step of processing (encoding and decoding) all the image blocks of a 
given macroblock in a macroblock scanning order before processing (encoding and decoding) 
image blocks of the next macroblock in the macroblock scanning order (col. 6, lines 15-28 and 
figure 5). Note that the combination of Andrew, Nishi, and Keith disclose that the processing 
(encoding and subsequently decoding) is performed on all the image blocks of a given 
macroblock in a macroblock scanning order before processing (encoding and subsequently 
decoding) image blocks of the next macroblock in the macroblock scanning order. 

Referring to claim 70, Andrew further discloses that the filter is arranged to reduce visual 
artifacts due to boundaries between decoded image blocks by filtering, according to the block 
scanning order substantially immediately after each encoded image block is decoded to form a 
current decoded image block and a boundary exists between the current decoded image block 
and a previously decoded image block adjacent to the current decoded image block (col. 4, line 
4-col. 5, line 64). As noted above (claim 65), Keith discloses image blocks that are grouped into 
macroblocks. Accordingly, the combination of Andrew, Nishi, and Keith disclose the step of 
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reducing visual artifacts due to boundaries between decoded image blocks of a macroblock by 
filtering. 

Referring to claim 71, see the discussion of at least claim 62 above. 

Referring to claim 72, see the discussion of at least claim 63 above. 

Referring to claim 73, see the discussion of at least claim 55 above. 

Referring to claim 83, Andrew discloses a decoder (692) for decoding an encoded digital 
image, the encoded digital image comprising a plurality of encoded image blocks and having 
been formed by encoding a digital image comprising a plurality of image blocks, the decoder 
comprising means for decoding the encoded the image blocks to form decoded image blocks, 
each decoded image block comprising a number of reconstructed pixels, each reconstructed pixel 
having an associated pixel value (col. 3, line 9-col. 4, line 3), the decoder comprising a filter for 
reducing visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current decoded image block and a 
previously decoded image block adjacent to the current decoded image block, the filter being 
arranged to modify the pixel value of at least one reconstructed pixel in at least one of the current 
decoded image block and the previously decoded image block by filtering to produce a modified 
pixel value, wherein the filter is arranged to filter the image block by block according to a certain 
block scanning order (col. 4, line 4-col. 5, line 64 and figure 3), and that the decoder is arranged 
to make the modified pixel value available for use in further processing of an image block within 
the same image (col. 4, line 5-col. 5, line 65). 

Andrew does not explicitly disclose that the further processing comprises INTRA 
prediction of an image block within the same image as the current decoded image block and the 
previously decoded image block. However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. 
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For example, Nishi discloses INTRA prediction of an image block that is performed after a 
current block within the same image is decoded [col. 24, line 50-coL 25, line 6, and figure 2. 
Note that the "current block" is decoded in (203) and the intra prediction is performed 
subsequently in (210)]. Note that the combination of Andrew and Nishi would result in the pixel 
values being corrected by the filtering method of Andrew, and the corrected pixel values 
subsequently being used in the intra prediction method of Nishi. 

Andrew and Nishi are combinable because they are both concerned with coding an image 
by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Andrew in view of Nishi. 
The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to reduce spatially redundant 
information in the image, thereby improving the coding efficiency (Nishi, col. 3, line 66-col. 4, 
line 2). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew with Nishi. 

Andrew and Nishi do not explicitly disclose that the plurality of image blocks are 
grouped into macroblocks. However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. For 
example, Keith discloses image blocks that are grouped into macroblocks, wherein the digital 
image is processed macroblock by macroblock according to a certain scanning order (col. 6, lines 
15-28 and figure 5). 

Andrew, Nishi, and Keith are combinable because they are both concerned with coding 
an image by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the image blocks of Andrew 
so that they are grouped into macroblocks, as taught by Keith. The suggestion/motivation for 
doing so would have been to enhance the processing speed of the encoding and decoding process 
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(Keith, col. 1, lines 10-56). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew and 
Nishi with Keith to obtain the invention as specified in claim 83. 

Referring to claim 84, see the discussion of at least claim 53 above. 

Referring to claim 85, see the rejection of at least claim 54 above. 

Referring to claim 86, Andrew further discloses that the image blocks are encoded by an 
encoder to form encoded image blocks according to a certain block scanning order (col. 3, lines 
8-36), characterized in that the decoder is further arranged to decode the encoded image blocks 
in a certain block scanning order (col. 3, lines 36-65). As noted above (claim 83), Keith 
discloses image blocks that are grouped into macroblocks, wherein the image blocks of a 
macroblock are encoded and decoded according to a certain block scanning order (col. 6, lines 
15-28 and figure 5). Accordingly, the combination of Andrew, Nishi, and Keith disclose the step 
of encoding and decoding the image blocks of a macroblock in a certain block scanning order. 

Referring to claim 87, see the rejection of at least claim 69 above. 

Referring to claim 88, Andrew further discloses that the filter is arranged to reduce visual 
artifacts due to boundaries between decoded image blocks by filtering, according to the block 
scanning order substantially immediately after each encoded image block is decoded to form a 
current decoded image block and a boundary exists between the current decoded image block 
and a previously decoded image block adjacent to the current decoded image block (col. 4, line 
4-col. 5, line 64). 

Referring to claim 89, see the discussion of at least claim 62 above. 

Referring to claim 90, see the discussion of at least claim 63 above. 
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Referring to claim 97, see the rejection of at least claim 65 above. Andrew further 
discloses a storage medium comprising a computer program for operating a computer as an 
encoder, and the program code for performing the steps above (col. 5, line 66-col. 6, line 14 and 
figure 6). 

Referring to claim 98, see the rejection of at least claim 83 above. Andrew further 
discloses a storage medium comprising a computer program for operating a computer as a 
decoder, and the program code for performing the steps above (col. 5, line 66-col. 6, line 14 and 
figure 6). 

Referring to claim 99, see the discussion of at least claim 55 above. 

Referring to claim 102, see the discussion of at least claim 55 above. 

Referring to claim 105, see the discussion of at least claim 55 above. 

Referring to claim 108, see the rejection of at least claim 65 above. Andrew further 
discloses a terminal (figure 6) comprising the encoder described above. 

Referring to claims 109-1 10, see the discussion of at least claims 95-96 above. 

Referring to claim 114, see the rejection of at least claim 83 above. Andrew further 
discloses a terminal (figure 6) comprising the decoder described above. 

Referring to claims 115-116, see the discussion of at least claims 95-96 above. 

Referring to claim 117, see the rejection of at least claim 70 above. 

10. Claims 56, 74, 92 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Andrew, U.S. Patent No. 6,563,958 ("Andrew"), Nishi, U.S. Patent No. 
6,275,533 ("Nishi"), and Fukuda et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,434,275 ("Fukuda"). 
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Referring to claim 56, Andrew and Nishi do not explicitly disclose that the digital image 
comprises a luminance component and at least one chrominance component. However, this 
feature was exceedingly well known in the art. For example, Fukuda discloses a digital image 
that comprises a luminance component and at least one chrominance component, wherein 
filtering is performed to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current block and an 
adjacent block in the luminance component (col. 26, lines 34-65 and figure 25). 

Andrew, Nishi, and Fukuda are combinable because they are both concerned with coding 
an image by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the digital image of Andrew 
and Nishi so that it comprises a luminance component and at least one chrominance component, 
wherein filtering is performed to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current 
block and an adjacent block in the luminance component, as taught by Fukuda. The 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a simple yet stable process for 
reducing block distortion in which omission of high-frequency components can be eliminated 
(Fukuda, col. 2, lines 29-40). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew and 
Nishi with Fukuda to obtain the invention as specified in claim 56. 

Referring to claim 74, see the rejection of at least claim 56 above. 

Referring to claim 92, see the rejection of at least claim 56 above. 

11. Claims 57, 75, 93 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Andrew, U.S. Patent No. 6,563,958 ("Andrew"), Nishi, U.S. Patent No. 
6,275,533 ("Nishi"), and Zhou, U.S. Patent No. 6,236,764 ("Zhou"). 
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Referring to claim 57, Andrew and Nishi do not explicitly disclose that the digital image 
comprises at least a first color component and a second color component. However, this feature 
was exceedingly well known in the art. For example, Zhou discloses an image that comprises at 
least a first color component (CB) and a second color component (CR), wherein filtering is 
performed to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current block and an adjacent 
block in the first color component (col. 8, lines 10-49 and step 1 10 in figure 5). 

Andrew, Nishi, and Zhou are combinable because they are both concerned with coding 
an image by dividing the image into a plurality of blocks. At the time of the invention, it would 
have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the image of Andrew and 
Nishi so that it comprises at least a first color component and a second color component, wherein 
filtering is performed to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current block and an 
adjacent block in the first color component, as taught by Zhou. The suggestion/motivation for 
doing so would have been to enhance the boundary filtering process by providing a relatively 
simple yet accurate boundary filtering algorithm that is fast enough for real-time applications 
(Zhou, col. 8, line 59-col. 9, line 5). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew 
and Nishi with Zhou to obtain the invention as specified in claim 57. 

Referring to claim 75, see the rejection of at least claim 57 above. 

Referring to claim 93, see the rejection of at least claim 57 above. 

12. Claims 100, 103, 106 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Andrew, U.S. Patent No. 6,563,958 ("Andrew"), Nishi, U.S. Patent No. 
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6,275,533 ("Nishi"), Keith et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,493,513 ("Keith"), and Fukuda et al., U.S. 
Patent No. 6,434,275 ("Fukuda"). 

Referring to claim 100, Andrew, Nishi, and Keith do not explicitly disclose that the 
digital image comprises a luminance component and at least one chrominance component. 
However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. For example, Fukuda discloses a 
digital image that comprises a luminance component and at least one chrominance component, 
wherein filtering is performed to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current 
block and an adjacent block in the luminance component (col. 26, lines 34-65 and figure 25). 

Andrew, Nishi, Keith, and Fukuda are combinable because they are both concerned with 
filtering the block boundaries in a digital image. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the digital image of Andrew, Nishi, and 
Keith so that it comprises a luminance component and at least one chrominance component, 
wherein filtering is performed to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current 
block and an adjacent block in the luminance component, as taught by Fukuda. The 
suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide a simple yet stable process for 
reducing block distortion in which omission of high-frequency components can be eliminated 
(Fukuda, col. 2, lines 29-40). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew, Nishi, 
and Keith with Fukuda to obtain the invention as specified in claim 100. 

Referring to claim 103, see the rejection of at least claim 100 above. 

Referring to claim 106, see the rejection of at least claim 100 above. 
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13. Claims 101, 104, 107 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination of Andrew, U.S. Patent No. 6,563,958 ("Andrew"), Nishi, U.S. Patent No. 
6,275,533 ("Nishi"), Keith et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,493,513 ("Keith"), and Zhou, U.S. Patent No. 
6,236,764 ("Zhou"). 

Referring to claim 101, Andrew, Nishi, and Keith do not explicitly disclose that the 
digital image comprises at least a first color component and a second color component. 
However, this feature was exceedingly well known in the art. For example, Zhou discloses an 
image that comprises at least a first color component (CB) and a second color component (CR), 
wherein filtering is performed to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current 
block and an adjacent block in the first color component (col. 8, lines 10-49 and step 1 10 in 
figure 5). 

Andrew, Nishi, Keith, and Zhou are combinable because they are both concerned with 
filtering the block boundaries in a digital image. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the image of Andrew, Nishi, and Keith 
so that it comprises at least a first color component and a second color component, wherein 
filtering is performed to reduce visual artifacts due to a boundary between a current block and an 
adjacent block in the first color component, as taught by Zhou. The suggestion/motivation for 
doing so would have been to enhance the boundary filtering process by providing a relatively 
simple yet accurate boundary filtering algorithm that is fast enough for real-time applications 
(Zhou, col. 8, line 59-col. 9, line 5). Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Andrew, 
Nishi, and Keith with Zhou to obtain the invention as specified in claim 101. 
, Referring to claim 104, see the rejection of at least claim 101 above. 
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Referring to claim 107, see the rejection of at least claim 101 above. 



Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Charles Kim whose telephone number is 571-272-7421. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon thru Thurs 8:30am to 6pm and alternating Fri 9:30am 
to 6pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jingge Wu can be reached on 571-272-7429. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-272-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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